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Abstract of

THE US NAVY AND NATIONAL STRATEGY IN EAST ASIA: AN OUTLOOK
FOR THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS.

This paper explores how the US Navy serves the national

strategy in East Asia. and what the future may hold for the

Navy continuing to do so for the next twenty-five years. The

paper concentrates on the peacetime, political role of the

Navy, and does not specifically address the Navy's wartime

missions.

The paper finds that the Navy serves the national

strategy and the objectives it supports, very well. But as

the world becomes multipolar and more interdependent, the

military, that is the Navy, will have to used in conjunction

with nonmilitary policy instruments in order to continue to

ach.eve given objectives. In this regard, the paper concludes

tnat the future does not look promising. US policy

coordination appears poorly managed within the government,

with potentially destaoilizing results.

In a time of aiminishing threats and budget deficits, the

nation must be careful what naval forces are cut in the

Paciztc. Cuts taken for budgetary rather than strategic

reasons may end up costing the nation more when it is reauirea

to reestaolish stability and the balance of power.
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PREFACE

I embarked on this paper for three reasons: first, I

have always been interested in the 'political 'uses of

military force, i.e.. the use of the military to accomplish

national goals and objectives snort of going to war.

Secondly, I have had fleet experience in the Pacific for over

ten years and wanted to learn more about what the non-crisis

issues were within the theater. And, thirdly, I have read and

heard much about the dawning of the "Pacific Century" and

wanted to see if, ana how, this would relate to the Navy's

peacetime missions.

Prior to unoertaking tnis paper. I had servea a tour in

the Politicc-Mii'itary Policy and Current Plans Division on the

Navy Staff in Washington. I was, therefore, comfortable wicn

tne subject before I oegan, although my orevious expertise was

in European and Soviet affairs.

One of the most critical parts of the paper discusses the

importance of the perceotions of the East Asians, the nations

who are most DOSItively affected by US naval oresence in the

region. Thus, my bibliography shows an almost eaual

O'stribution of material written bv Asians as by "Westerners.

Tnese ooinions were then melaea into my own tninKing about the

strategic situation in the region.

Four of my interviews were extremely helpful in viewing

the region in a global persoective. The interviewees were
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positive about the accomplishments of the US in the region,

but agreed to varying degrees that a strategic review was

necessary, given the rapidly changing world situation and the

US budget crisis. These interviews were with former CNO

Admiral Thomas Hayward, retired Rear Admiral Bill Cockell,

Rear Admiral Bill Pendley (CINCPAC J-5) and Captain Jim

Giblin, the Head, Strategic Plans, Policy and Policy Programs

at CINCPACFLT.

The paper expresses many of my personal opinions on the

situation in the region today and is by no means merely a

review of the subject material. In fact, the references were

mainly cited for the gaps they filled in my understanding of

the situation.
I

I believe one of the most important points to be taken

from the paper is what the Navy has accomplished for peace,

stability and the achievement of national objectives. This is

balanced, however, by what I believe to be a general lack of

domestic understanding of the issues, which may undercut tne

US position of accepted leadership and result in a

aestaoilization of the reqion. I strongly feel that the US

must. therefore, make a concerted effort to articulate the

national regionai strategyi ana objectives: this must not been

done so with the Soviet union as the main Dackdroo.
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THE US NAVY AND NATIONAL STRATEGY IN EAST ASIA: AN

OUTLOOK FOR THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The purDose of this research paper is to examine what

American interests and objectives in the Western Pacific and

East Asia are likely to be over the next twenty-five years and

to examine how US seapower can best serve those national

interests.

Accordingly, one of the primary objectives of the paper

is to articulate how seapower translates national objectives

into an appropriate national strategy. Another important

objective is to place the current strategic situation into

historical persoective. This wiil aid those who are

contemplating changes in the UP position to evaluate them in

lignt of strategic orecedents, American or otnerwise.

This author's assumption, articulated within the paper,

tnat US military oower in East Asia has underwritten the peace

and sabiilitv of that region today. The paper further argues

that the uniteo States Presentlv finas itself in a unicue

oDZ-ticn in the Far East: it is tne acceptable guarantor of

mre uaiance of Dower and is credited by the Asians for its

oositive role in tne region.-
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The military in general, and the Navy in particular,

accomplishes several key military goals in East Asia, which

preserve stability and the balance of power by being present

in sizeable, and therefore, militarily credible numbers. The

four US regional goals are: keep regional disputes in cheCK,

obviate the need for regional military expansion, prevent

external proolems from destabilizing the balance of power, and

prevent the Soviet Union from disrupting the balance of Dower.

Although militarily-oriented, the goals above are pursued

for DurDoses other than strictly military ends. Rather, their

purposes are in "the broadest sense political, involving

the maintenance or enhancement of the state's position in the

world."2

But in a world increasingly interdependent, the Navy

alone is not capable of accomplishing the objectives of the

United States in East Asia: it must be viewed as but only one

of several policy instrument. In this context, this paper

will also examine the following nonmilitary policy

instruments: trade and economic policy; diplomacy: security

ass'stance: and arms control. A major conclusion of this

oacer is that the use of US policy instruments is not very

coor':"ateo and seem, at times, to be at cross-purposes.

The negative uosnot of tnis is tnat some instruments.

trade policy. for example. have the potential to undermine the

positive accomplishments of naval presence in East Asia. The
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US must recognize that all strategic tools, or policy

instruments, must be used in concert. If they are not, the

result could be an undermining of the US's ability to

accomplish its objectives in East Asia. In other words, tie

Navy would be less able to serve its political purposes.

and, thus, would be less able to maintain or enhance the US

position in the region.

SEAPOWER AND STRATEGY

Formulation of long-range strategy requires consiaeration

of a number of elements. First, a sound understanding of

history allows the strategist to construct a framework for

interoreting the reasons for past actions. The use of history

as a decision making tool is, however, a dual-eaged sword.

Some interpreters want to apply every lesson and nuance to a

current situation without looking for or recognizing the

differences between the old and the new. Others see no

historical parallel at all and as such refuse to learn the

lessons, and more importantly the mistakes, of those who went

before. The best way to use history is to not only learn why

certain decisions were made and what the results were. but to

alsc look at what the results might nave been if an alternate

batn nad been taken.

Necessary for this historical interpretation is a solid

grasp of the objectives a nation hoped to achieve by its
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actions. These objectives must then be examined to determine

whether they were long-range in scope or merely situationally

oriented. Next, the strategist must understand the present;

an understanding of the current strategic picture is essential

oecause it determines whether a course of consistency or

change should be pursued. The current situation must,

therefore, be balanced against the known or presumed national

objectives.

One of the first responsibilities for a strategist

looking into the role of seapower in East Asia for the next

twenty-five years is to explore the relationship between sea

oower and national objectives. Sea power does not exist for

its own purposes, but rather is only one of several

instruments of policy which are employed in pursuit of

national political objectives.3

A secondary task for the strategist is to differentiate

oetween the various forms of seapower. Sea power can be

thought of as falling into one of three broad functional

areas: Nuclear deterrence: sea control and power projection;

and naval presence.4 The strategic deterrence mission is

qenerallv fulfilled by Fleet Ballistic Missile submarines and

to a !esser extent oy surface ships and submarines which carry

rne nuciear-armea land attack version of the Tomahawk cruise

missile.
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The sea control and power projection missions are the

Navy's traditional combat missions.

The naval presence mission is the one with which this

paper is most concerned, that is, tne role of seapower 'as the

earnest of US political involvement" in East Asian security

affairs.5

The nuclear deterrence and sea control/power projection

missions are the ones which traditionally drive naval force

requirements, construction and acquisition programs. The

"presence" mission has no program sponsor or budget.

Consequently, there appears to be little understanding of the

concept of naval presence as an active instrument of nationai

policy. It is no wonder then. as will be elaborated later,

that most Asian leaders have a much better grasp of the role

of US seaoower as a stabilizing force in East Asia tnan do the

vast majority of US naval officers.6

uS OBJECTIVES

The United States has deep historical roots in East Asia

and the Western Pacific: it has been actively involved in the

region for nearly 140 Years, commencing witn Commodore Perry's

opening of Japan with the demand tnat tne Japanese open

their markets or suffer the consequences' in 1853. From this

bold beginning, the US has formulated and pursued a set of
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national objectives, which have well served its political,

security, and economic interests in East Asia. These

objectives have remained consistent for over 100 years and are

balance of power oriented. The objectives are:

1. to maintain or restore stability;

2. to maintain or restore an acceDtable balance of oower:

3. to achleve and maintain a position of accepted po itical

leadership; and

4. to promote free trade.7

Pursuit of these objectives has been evident in many American

diplomatic and security actions in the region since the late

19tn Century: Hawaii was annexed in 1889 in order to counter

the German occupation of Samoa; a "forward" US position was

established in the Philippines at the close of the Spanish-

American war in 1898: balance of power reasoning was behind

the "Open Door" policy in China in 1900: was the basis of

Tneodcre Roosevelt's concerns about potential JaDanese

negemony in East Asia; it also olayec a large part in the

formuiation of the American negotiating position at the

wasnington Disarmament Conference in 1921-22 8 : balance of

nower was on Franklin Rocsevelt's mind wnen he embargoed oil

and scrav exoorts to japan in '941 -- an event whicn lead to

world War I! in the Pacific; an, finally, concerns for the

East Asian balance of power to a great extent underoinned

America's decisions to go to war in Korea and Vietnam.
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EAST ASIA AND GEOSTRATEGY

CHAPTER II

The East Asia of 1990 is vastly aifferent from that which

existed in 1945: in that year it was a largely devastated area

torn by five or more years of war. Today it enjoys the most

dynamic economic growth rates in the entire world. Led by

Japan and the four "Little Dragons"--Hong Kong, Singapore,

Taiwan. and South Korea--the East Asians have swiftly and

aramatical iy expanded their global market share of products

ranging from automobiles to semiconductors.1

It is widely acknowledged, both in the Far East and the

Unitec States, that the economic miracle of East Asia is

largely due to peace and stability in the region; by not

having to be preoccuoied with external threats has allowed the

East Asians to concentrate on the business of nation building

ana industrial growth and modernization.2  These East Asian

nations aiso concede that the peace and stability which has

made this all possible has been mainly underwritten by US

military presence.

Since 1945 tne United States has achieved its four

oblectives in East Asia by almost exclusive reliance on

military presence, with the Navy being the preeminent military

service ir East Asia in 1990. With the exception of nearly
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30,000 Army troops in South Korea, the great majority of US

forces in the East Asian region are either air or maritime

forces. Even among the latter, the Navy is preeminent because

it is not tied to fixed air fields and support facilities; it

is also unri\aled because of its flexibility, mobility, and

relative self-sustainability. The emphasis on naval forces,

therefore, reflects both the geography and scale of the

region. Except for Laos. every state in East Asia is either a

littoral or island nation. The distances within the theater

are daunting and tend to constrain operations to some extent.

For example, it is 3,300 miles from Hawaii to Guam and another

1,500 miles on to the Philippines. it is 3.500 miles from

Japan to Hawaii and 3.000 plus miles from Tokyo to Singapore.3

Maritime forces are also preeminent because of the

nature and diversity of perceived threats. South Korea is the

only location within East Asia where any of the overt US

commitments face any direct land-orientea threat. The

remainder of the perceived threats are generally maritime in

nature and therefore, the reliance on a maritime strategy to

preserve stability and the balance of power is almost a given.

Additionally. unlike Europe where the Atlantic Alliance

'aces a mriolitnic Soviet threat, there is no such shared

threat perception among Asians. For exampie. Indonesia and

Thailand most fear Vietnam: Vietnam and China are historical
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enemies; South Korea fears North Korea; and the US, China and

Japan are opposed to Soviet expansion in the region. 4

Because of its role as the guarantor of stability and

balance, the US has aaopted a strategy of flexibility within

the region. The historical basis for this flexibility shows

that the US has used its power in ways which it did not

anticipate, such as the defense of Korea in 1950.

Accordingly, if one were to examine US forces throughout the

region on a threat-by-threat basis one would probably feel

that American forces were not well suited to any one of the

tasks at hand. This approach, that of trying to meet all

threats simultaneously, has long oeen abandoned as

unaffordable and the US has adopted a posture of flexibility,

which allows the US to deal with any one threat initially by

trying to stabilize the situation until follow-on forces

arrive at the scene.

The previous paragraph notwithstanding, US military

forces in East Asia are more importantly linked to broader

political and economic interests which resist simple analysis.

Thus. the use of naval power to serve broader US interests and

those of its regional allies and friends, poses strategic and

operational oroolems. For the strategist tnese problems are

compounded as they come at a time of growing domestic pressure

for worldwide US force reductions. The growing debate about

force structure is driven by the twin pressures of the US
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budget deficit and the perception of a diminishing Soviet

threat. There may be a reluctance to cut US forces in Europe

until a clearer picture of negotiated force reductions emerges

in order to preserve the US and allied negotiating positions.

This may make Pacific forces more susceptiole to force cuts in

a time of budget cutting, a perceived diminishing threat, ana

the highly-charged rhetoric of a congressional election year.

Strong domestic pressure for force reductions will pose a

true dilemma for American strategists. The first horn of the

dilemma is how much to reduce the force structure in the East

Asian region, and thus naval and military presence, to satisfy

tne Congress and tne American public. The other horn of the

dilemma is how to implement apparently inevitable force

reauctions without causing alarm within the region and thus

giving the unintended perceotion that tne US is abandoning its

comm'tment to its four historical objectives. If handled

correctly, the likely force cuts would not only satisfy the

Dudget cutters. but woulo preserve US position as the

acceptable guarantor of the East Asian balance of oower. If

not. tne results could be utterly destabilizing and in no

one's oest long-term interests.
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NAVAL PRESENCE AND STABILITY

CHAPTER III

As mentioned previously, tne nations of the region

perceive a wide array of threats on which there is no

consensus; their fears are not based on ideology, but on more

historically rooted distrust of their neighbors. Adhering to

the recognized notion that my neighbor is my enemy, my

neighbor once removed is my friend, most states are primarily

concerned about their geograDhic neighbors. There are,

nowever, two major exceptions to this rule. Based on their

experiences in World war II, many East Asian nations still

harbor fears of a militarily strong Japan. The Japanese, in

turn, recognize this and tend, therefore, to restrain any

overt and threatening drive for rearmament.' Secondly, the US

is widely regarded as the acceptable guarantor of the balance

of power because of its non-hegemonic nature and its position

as an extra-regional power.Z Although most Asians recognize

the legitimacy of the US claim as a Pacific Dower, it is still

seen as A non-Asian nation whicn exerts ieaaersniD within the

reqon for t'ie aooarent good of ail. This is important when

viewea relative to Asian concerns about a resurgent Japan

because a US Presence is seen as a Darrier to renewed Japanese

militarism.3
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7

By performing several functions directly related to

military concerns, the US Navy helps to achieve attainment of

the four US objectives. These include, but are not limited

to: keeping regional disoutes in check; obviating the need

for regional military growth; preventing external proolems

from destabilizing the balance of power: and, preventing the

Soviet Union from playing any disruptive role at anyone else's

expense.

Accomplishment of these objectives provides a solid

foundation for the attainment of all four of the basic US

objectives, which depend heavily on stability and peace. It

also highlights the vital contributions which naval and

military forces make to the US strategy in East Asia.

KEEPING REGIONAL DISPUTES IN CHECK

As previously mentioned, most antagonisms in East Asia

are oriented toward bilateral animosities between neighbors.

A closer look will also snow that there are historically

rooted differences between states which do not share common

borders. For example, Japanese and South Korean differences

go well beyond tneir competition in manufacturing and

research. The Koreans nave vivid memories of centur~es of

Jaoanese occupation of the Korean peninsula. In tne 1970s tne

Koreans tended to see the Japanese as unappreciative of their

efforts to stabilize the military situation in Korea. Not
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unlike many Americans, the Koreans felt that Japan was getting

a free ride on security issues and that they should start to

do more for their own defense. But just as Japan has started

to do more, especially their efforts to protect the sea and

air space out to 1,000 miles, the Koreans began to worry about

a militarily resurgent Japan.

Two other important relationships in East Asia center on

China, whose relations with Japan and Taiwan are esDecially

dependent on US policy in the region. The Chinese would be

concerned if any improvements in Japanese military capability

were not defensive in nature. Secondly, relations with Taiwan

have been unpredictable and could lead to conflict if the

Taiwanese see opportunities in the inevitable transition in

Chinese leadership. US seapower plays a major role in these

two sets of relationships as it obviates the need for any of

the tnree nations to build large maritime forces in order to

counter the other.

The US Navy is also important as a moderating force in

bilateral or multilateral disputes over territorial claims and

rignts to sea bed resources. Examples include disputes

between China and Vietnam over ownership of the Paracel

Islanas, claims of ownership of the Spratlv Islands by

vietnam. Malaysia, China, and the Philippines and a dispute of

ownership of the Nantuna Islands by Indonesia and Vietnam.
4
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This may be a difficult point to prove in the absolute, but

the proof exists in the negative; it is reasonable to assume

that the regional nations might have been more aggressive in

pressing their claims if the US were not present. Its almost

akin to Mine Warfare--you don't have to sink ships to be

successful, you just have to prevent them from performing

their mission.

OBVIATING THE NEED FOR MILITARY EXPANSION

Stability in East Asia depends on the attainment of the

following two goals, which are both negative in their

objectives. The first is to deter the Soviet Union from

making any additional inroads into the area. The second is to

prevent regional actors from unnecessarily expanding or

improving their military caoabilities. Achievement of both of

tnese goals depends on the US, its regional military forces.

and most importantly the credibility of its commitment to

preserve the balance of power.
5

Two plausible reasons can be assumed why any regional

power -.:ozuid choose to build up its military enough to

perceptibly alter the balance of power. The first reason

woula oe a perception that the balance of oower had already

sniftec at the exDense of the US. Given the regions maritime

orientation, this would De especially disconcerting to

everyone in the region: this has to do not only with

nistorical fears of countries like Jaoan, but the region's
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perceptions of what constitutes an acceptable maritime balance

of power. This interpretation of the maritime balance of

power is different than the traditional understanding of a

continental balance of power.6  As a result, the American

public is not familiar with the concepts of an acceptable

maritime balance of oower and its importance to US interests

in East Asia. This point will be discussed later since a

solid understanding, and acceptance, of the concept is

necessary for the preservation of naval forces needed to

support the US strategy in East Asia, a strategy firmly based

on the attainment of the four objectives.

The second reason East Asian nations would likely

undertake a military buildup would be to pursue a more

indeDendent security arrangement based on purely internal

reauirements ana conceptions. For example, at some point

Japan may find it necessary to sever its security links with

the US, -or a number of reasons easily imagined. The most

likely of these would be over further disagreements on trade

disputes made worse oy US rhetoric about structural

impeaiments to American imports and even more vociferous calls

for more japanese buraensharing. 7 Trade and economic issues

reailv drive home tne point: the military is but one of

several instruments used to acnieve a state's political

ob.ectives: the military must be used in concert with other

instruments, 3uch as diplomacy and trade policy. if it is to
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be effective. Critics of Japan, for instance, must realize

that there is a limit to how much criticism they will take

before they find it in their interests to pursue a more

independent national security policy. A more integrated

approach, therefore, needs to be applied to the entire region

in order to meet US objectives and to ensure nations do not

destabilize the region by embarking on arms races.

NOT ALLOWING EXTERNAL PROBLEMS TO DESTABILIZE THE BALANCE OF

POWER

The deployment of large US naval forces to the Indian

Ocean beginning in the late 1970s was very alarming to the

East Asians. particularly the Japanese. It vividly showed

that the range of US global commitments could stretch naval

forces in the Western Pacific dangerously thin. American

ships deployed to the Indian Ocean in response to the seizure

of the US Embassy in Teheran by militant Iranians. Nearly a

decade later US operations in the North Arabian Sea and the

Persian Gulf again overstretched US naval forces in tne

Pacific, as these deployments were made in an effort to

stabilize the worsening situation in the region caused by the

Iran-Iraa war. Tne immediate and professed goal was to ensure

the unimpeded flow of oii from the Gulf to overly dependent

nations--Japan and Western Europe. And, although the Japanese

were again somewhat alarmed at the drawdown of naval forces in
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the Pacific, they were less concerned this time as they viewed

the US actions in the Persian Gulf as in their own best

interests.

The actions of the US Navy in the Persian Gulf achieved

three politico-military results which should be exploited in

order to strengthen America's position in East Asia. First,

it demonstrated the credibility of the US commitment to the

security of the East Asian region, even though the operation

was out-of-area. Second. it allayed regional fears of

Japanese military growth. And, lastly, it drove home tne

point to the Japanese that they need to do more for their own

defense. These three positive outcomes of US action in the

Persian Gulf are interrelated: they should only strengthen the

leadership and acceptance of US presence in East Asia.

One positive outcome of America's Persian Gulf policy was

how it enhanced the credibility of US defense commitments.

Even though the action took place thousands of miles from

Eastern Asia, it directly and positively affected that regions

view of US credibility, because none of the oil-importing

Asian nations, most notably Japan. nave the capability to

orotect tne sea lines of communication (SLOC) between

themselves ana the Gulf: US oresence obviates the neea tor

tnese nations to acouire blue-water naval forces in order to

protect their SLOCs. The credibility of the US commitment was

most evident when the US stayed the course in the Persian
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Gulf, despite the loss of 37 American lives--USS Stark was

attacked by Iraqi air-launched cruise missiles; it was further

enhanced with the USS Samuel B. Roberts mining incident. US

willingness to take human and material losses, for a purpose

not directly linked to US defense, added immeasurably to its

position in East Asia.8

Another positive outcome of US action in the Gulf was the

strengtnening of the security relationship between the US and

Japan. JaDan imports over 99% of its oil; over 70% of it

comes from the Persian Gulf.9  Security of her SLOCs to the

Gulf and stability among the Gulf states is, therefore, vital

to Jaoanese security. Since American efforts in the Gulf were

to protect Japan's vital interests, it could only strengthen

tne existing relationship. But, ominously, tnere is a darker

side to tne credibility coin. There were many changes in the

US that charged that this was another case of a free ride for

the Japanese at the expense of the American taxpayer. Charges

of a free ride were especially stinging because the critics

pointed out that no one benefits more from the US security

umbreila tnan do the Japanese.

One more, and potentially most important, result of the

Gui+ act'on was tne creation of a set of circumstances that

can acnieve two important but related objectives. The first

is a dramatic demonstration that the US and Japan, and the

region as a whole, have common interests outside the region's
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notional boundaries. The second was a vivid demonstration

that the Japanese need to do more for their own defense.

In a sense, the smaller nations interest is directly

related to Japan's vital interest in the Gulf. If Japan feels

it needs to increase the size of its military force, at some

point the smaller nations will also have to increase theirs in

order to counter the Japanese buildup. With respect to Japan,

the drawdown of US forces in the Western Pacific highlighted

the need for that country to bolster its self defense forces

in the areas of maritime operations and air defense; a more

capable Japanese force would free the US to reposition its

na.al forces to protect common interests in the Gulf.

Simultaneously, the US would be able to demonstrate tnat

Japanese military improvements were defensive in nature and

were not an indication of any hegemonic designs. If handlea

well, the US would thus get Japan to do more for its own

defense, without the usual polemics over trade and market

access. The US would also be able to convince the other

regional states that Japan was not ambarking on an independent

expansionist drive.

The exercise of US seapower in the Persian Gulf,

therefore. served to strengthen tne US position in East Asia

in several ways. Little Known and less understood by the

American public, the US policy in the Gulf was an outstanding
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achievement and strengthened the US's ability to accomplish

its objectives in the future.

THE SOVIET UNION AND THE BALANCE OF POWER

The last year--1989--has seen remarkable change in the

domestic political and economic make-up of the Soviet Union.

Ownership of private property, rudimentary multi-party

democracy, and an almost total rejection of the primacy of the

Communist Party in every aspect of Soviet life are in the

fore. But these political and social changes do nothing to

alter the fact that the Soviet Union is still a superpower in

military means and capabilities.'0 The stated "intention' of

tne Soviet Union to lessen tensions between the East and West

has captured the imaginations of the Western Europe, the

American public, and apparently the US Congress; all are too

ready to oelieve the 'good intentioned" Soviet actions in the

light of purely budgetary reasons. With respect to the United

States, a less threatening Soviet Union would allow the nation

to cut its military budget, and to use the "peace dividend"

for "underfunded" domestic programs.

Domestic pressures to decrease the military budget may

reQuire tne US to reduce its military presence in East Asia

for ouagetary ratner than strategic reasons. The dilemma,

therefore, is whether or not the US should abandon its

aoparentiy successful strategy of containment, given only one
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uncertain year of nonetheless dramatic changes in the Soviet

Union and Eastern Europe. Deterrence of the Soviet Union

requires sizeable, modern and credible military forces.

But as the US reevaluates its strategy it must also

realize that 'adjusting national policies to match national

resources is a prerequisite of sound strategy."' '  There

appears to be a growing feeling within the US that the country

is not capable of maintaining the military forces it has

structured over the past decades. Cuts in tr, US military,

therefore. are almost inevitable, although the scope and scale

of the reductions will not be known for some time. Potential

cuts must. ho'wever, be weighed agp th- fact that Soviet

interests in East Asia P-? riot compatible with US interests

and objectives; Soviet economic retrenchment may mean that

tiey will compete more on economic and diplomatic grounds and

less in the military arena. If so. the US must strive to use

all its oolicy instrurr -ts in concert to achieve its

objectives. This will require greater reliance on the

economic and diplomatic policy instruments than is now the

case.

In ttte diplomatic arena, the US should be wary of

possloie Soviet moves to improve relations with Japan. Soviet

concessions on the disputed Northern territorial " lands could

deliver a double blow to US interests in Japan if the US is

not well prepared.'2
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Japan and the Soviet Union have yet to sign a peace

treaty ending World War II;13 dispute over the ownership of

the four northern territorial islands, which the Soviets

seized in the closing days of tne waris the reason the

Japanese refuse to sign a peace treaty. Although the USSR has

hinted at possible concessions on access, the Japanese will

accept notr,ing less than the return of all four islands. Such

a stance, combined with proper timing, could present the

Soviets with a real window of diplomatic opportunity viz-a-viz

the US; it could put the US on the defensive in Japan.

Soviet Presicent Gorbachev is scheduled to make a state

visit to Japan in the spring of 1991. There are already

speculations about whether or not he will make some "gesture*

concerning Japanese claims on the islands. If he chooses to

do so, Goroachie, could turn the return of the islands into a

diplomatic coup, lessening Japanese fears of the Soviet Union:

tne removal of Soviet troops from the islands would make

airect Soviet military actions against Japan ever more

difficult. More importantly, Gorbacnev could further

undermine the foundation of the US-Japanese relationship.

The US should recognize the dangers inherent in

Goroacnev's visit and take positive steps to ensure that he

oes as little damage as possible to its relationship with

Japan. These might incluce turning down the volume on trade

and burdensharing issues, certainly positives from the
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Japanese perspective. The US should also recognize that

strong rhetoric about burdensharing, the imbalance of trade,

and Japanese investment in the US may only serve to make the

ground more fertile for Gorbachev in Japan.

Opponents of the US-Japan Security Treaty might use the

opportunity to initiate debate on the treaty calling it an

unequal treaty which threatens, not enhances, Japanese

security. They would likely point out that the US entered

into the treaty solely because of Japan's geostrategic

position. In 1951, with China lost to the Communists and the

war in Korea at a stalemate, Japan was the only remaining

toehold for the US in Northeast Asia.1 4  Japanese cooceration

was, therefore, vital if the US hoped to "contain the

Soviets in the region. Japan and the US, thus. entered into a

treaty which guaranteed US access to bases in Japan in

exchange for a promise to defend Japan against external

aggression: Japan had no such reciprocal obligation to defend

the US. Original critics of the treaty argued that it gives

tne US too much say in Japanese security.

A fracturing of the relationship with Japan would be

cevastating to toe US's ability to use seapower constructively

in the realon, esDecially if it were to lose access to the

large facility at Subic Bay in the Philippines:1 5 it would

greatly undermine the ability of the US to accomplish its four

regional objectives.
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Aircraft carriers and their associated battlegroups are

likely to remain the centerpiece of naval presence in the

region. Not only do they intimidate the Soviets, but they

have the requisite robustness in anti-air and anti-submarine

warfare, plus a potent Dower projection capability. All these

qualities will be necessary as the Navy prepares to meet new

challenges from small maritime nations which possess state-of-

the-art weapons capable of putting any US ship at peril.

Key to the US ability to keep two carriers in the Western

Pacific--one in the Western Pacific and one in the Indian

Ocean--is the homeporting of one carrier in Japan. USS

MIDWAY, the carrier currently stationed in Japan, is scheduled

to retire form the active fleet in fiscal year 1991.

Replacement of the MIDWAY prior to Gorbachev's visit should be

a priority for naval and national planners. If this is not

feasible, the US should at least undertake to publicly

announce the replacement of MIDWAY with a specific carrier as

soon as possible. This will allow the Japanese public to

accept the propo3ed replacement of MIDWAY well before the

Soviets have a chance to outflank the US. Any sizeable gao

between the departure of MIDWAY and its replacement, combined

wltn Sov-5t concessions on the Kuriles. might make it

imiDossib e to get a repiacement carrier into Japan.

Another danger viz-a-viz the Soviet threat in Asia is the

relative military balance of the two powers. The Soviets
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might move ahead of the US in the military balance if it does

nothing, while the US unilaterally draws down its forces in

response to budgetary pressures.

The upshot of all this is that while there are

improvements in the US-USSR relationship, they have not yet

been manifest in a reduction of the Soviet's impressive

military capabilities in the Far East. In fact, the near-term

future may hold more pitfalls than opportunities for the US.

THE CONTINENTAL AND MARITIME BALANCES OF POWER

As noted earlier, naval forces are of primary importance

in East Asia and the Western Pacific because of the regions

geography and size. But they are also important for reasons

rooted in the perceptions of the many regional nations about

the nature of a maritime balance of power. Their perceptions,

and those of the US to a large extent, are markedly different

than the traditional notion of continental balance of power.

Both the continental and maritime balance of Dower models are

Dased on models laid cown by the British over several hundred

years.

Britain's definition of continental balance of Dower is

easy to unaerstana; it has been the cornerstone of British

defense strategy since before the time of Elizabeth I, the

mid-1500s. The traditional British goal has been to see a

aiffusion of power in Europe such that no single power, or
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consortium of powers, ever comes to dominant the Continent.

As a small island nation with inadequate resources to raise

and support a sufficiently large army, Britain saw its best

first line of defense as a balanced continent. If any power

or powers were to come to dominate the continent, they could

put Britain at immediate peril. Over time, this strategy led

Britain to form many alliances with varying partners in

Europe, and generally sided with the weaker of the powers in

order to restore an acceptable balance. From the start, its

strategy was based on an "ends and means" argument: Britain

simply did not have the resources required to support both a

large army and a superior navy. Forming partnerships allowed

them to concentrate their resources on their navy, for which

she had an entirely different definition of acceptable balance

of Dower.

Like her former colony in North America, Britain dependea

on the seas for both protection and as a means of conducting

commerce. This seaborne commerce worked hand-in-glove with

tne Royal Navy as Britain built up its far-flung global

empire. 1 6 Britain's colonial commerce required a large Royal

Navy for protection, which the Royal Navy in turn reauired

tnis mission to justify its size. Britain learned as early as

thei r victory over the Spanish Armada in 1588 that continental

wars could not be won by navies alone, but could be lost
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without them. This was, and is, especially true of nations

like Britain which depend on unimpeded use of the seas.

A contested maritime balance of power at sea was,

therefore, unacceptable; true maritime superiority was the

only acceptacle objective.

Interestingly enough, the littoral and island nations of

East Asia were, and continue to be, supportive of single power

maritime superiority. Their acceptance of a monopoly of sea

power is of course conditional on whether or not the

exercising power is hegemonic or benign. Although colonial,

Britain was more of a benign than hegemonic power in East Asia

in the late 19th Century. The United States has also been

generally considered a benign maritime power in the Pacific

since the end of the second world war. In no small way does

this contribute to the American position as the acceptable

balance of power in East Asia today.

Smaller maritime-oriented nations have been relatively

tolerant of a maritime monopoly because their use and access

to the seas nas gone on undisturbed by the dominating power.

It is when the superiority begins to wane that the littoral

and island nations start to worry.1 7 Competing naval powers

arrive on the scene and actively seek to acslodge the

Dreva ing power. This causes the contenders for naval

suoremacy to seek out SuDport bases for their fleets. These

SUPDort bases would naturally be located in those areas where
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the dominant power had no such bases. Therefore, the struggle

for supremacy at sea would spill ashore.

In the minds of small maritime-oriented nations there are

three variations of maritime balance of power. The first is

not maritime powers present at all; this ideal choice is

preferred but quickly abandoned as utopian and unrealistic.

The second variation, diffused balance--like the continental

model--seems logical, but is generally unacceptable; it

results in competition which usually spills ashore and

involves parties not originally embroiled in the competition.

The preferred variation, therefore, is that there be only a

single naval power present, or at least one strong enough to

be dominant. This diminishes the chance of combat at sea and,

thus, the chance of combat ashore.

Small maritime nations do not generally state such a

preference publicly because the argument is entirely self-

serving. It is also a relatively sophisticated argument which

is difficult to sell to people eager to embrace arms control

agreements designed to enhance security and to save scarce

resources.
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PERCEPTIONS

CHAPTER IV

The balance of power can be measured in several ways.

Those with large number of forces tend to measure it in a

quantitative sense: ships vs snips; planes vs planes; and,

tanks vs tanks. The side with the lesser number of forces

generally tries to redress his perceptions of the imbalance by

seeking particular weapons or tactics, which give him some

advantage over a numerically superior force. In US parlance

these weapons or tactics are called "force multipliers." For

e<amole, the US might try to exploit its lead in electronic

warfare or night fighting caoabilities by trying to draw its

adversary into a' situation where it can use these capabilities

to 'ts advantage.

But in the multilateral milieu of East Asia the most

Important way the balance of power is measured is in the

perceptions of those whom the balance most affects.1

Througnout East Asia in the late 1960s and early 1970s

there was a growing perception that US power in the region was

waning. The shock of the 'Nixon Doctrine in 1969 and the

comolete witndrawal from Vietnam gave rise to fears of large-

scale uS aoandonment of its interests in East Asia. 2  The US

government Droclaimed, however, that it intended on oursuing
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its objectives and that it was not in retreat. The hard

evidence of the Persian Gulf action should point out, to

Asians and Americans alike, that the US is indeed a Pacific

power and that it intends to maintain its role as a catalyst

for peace and stability.

The US. however, has always had to counter the Asian

perception that the region ranked relatively low on the list

of US foreign-policy objectives. Charges of being

Eurocentrist have been difficult to shake because they nave

been generally true: it is also true, however, that the US has

fouqht two bloody protracted wars on the Asian mainland since

the end of World War II.

The US policy in Asia is similar in some ways to its

policy in Europe. but in many important ways it is also very

different. In E4.Urone the goal was to deter a Soviet attack on

western Europe. The ultimate deterrent in Europe has been the

US nuclear guarantee made almost explicit in the flexible

resoonse strategy. Conversely, the goal in East Asia has been

to contain the Soviets and to foster a smooth transition to

independence and economic viability.

Anotner oerceDtiOn which the US needs to pay closer

a:tention to concerns its security relationship with Japan.

Many Asians have the perceDtion that US talk about

ur~ensrarina is really more about ouroensh'fting; the

transfer of a regional military role to the Japanese. If not
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effectively countered over time, this perception could lead to

a regional arms buildup to counter what is perceived to be

Japanese military expansion for its own sake. An effective

counter-argument for the US might be the one offered in the

Persian Gulf example. That is, the Japanese are increasing

their defense capability in order to fill the vacuum created

by the departure of US naval forces in order to look after

almost everyone's common interests. Once again, the US Navy

is the primary building block in the foundation of East Asian

security.

BRITISH DECLINE fN MARITIME SUPERIORITY

One r want way to further explore the importance of

Dercept',Qs is to look at the decline of British seaDower in

the rar East. Brita't was truly the master of the world's

-eas for most o' the 19tn Century. By the end of that

'cntury, however, the British were facing a dilemma somewhat

similar to the one the US is facing today. As Professor Pau,

Kennedy states it:

The deeper challenges to Britain's naval mastery
then did not lie in the numerical strengths (or
weaknesses of its major fleets. . . The more lasting
oroolems for the late Victorian Royal Navy lay
elsewhere: in the face of technological iy advanced
weapcns: in the sheer number and geograpnical spread
of the areas wnicn requrea protection: and, tne
most om'nous trend of al:. in tre shifting balance
of global forces.J
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Now while this paper does not fully subscribe to

Professor Kennedy's economic determinist views, there are

striking parallels between the US in 1990 and Britain in

1900. 4

By 1900 the British leadership recognized that it could

not afford to perform all the military tasks that defense of

the emuire demanded. And, events in Europe began to Doin t-o

a cossible war on the Continent. With the rapid rise of

Germany. the previously acceptable continental balance of

oower was shifting and doing so unacceptably. Not only was

Germany upsetting the continental balance, but its growing

Navy was threatening British maritime supremacy.

Britain faced a dilemma: should she concentrate on the

problems on the Continent and home waters, or. should she

continue to concentrate on the defense of her far-flung

emoire. The choice was obvious--the first and most important

line of British defense was on the Continent and the naval

naiance in home waters. in an attempt to do this, and still

protect the empire on which so much of her strength and wealth

was based. Britain chose a two-pronged approach. One prong

was thne direct military balance in Europe. The other was a

ser'es of diplomatic arrangements designed to protect the

ir oerial status auo. The diolomatic approach was necessary in

s-a as Eri=ain had to recall her Far Eastern Sauaaron to

redress tne naval balance in home waters. Accordingly, tne
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British signed a treaty with the Japanese in 1902. This

treaty acknowledged Japan's "rights" in northeastern coastal

China in exchange for a pledge to patrol the seas of the Far

East on Britain's behalf. The treaty was renewed in 1911,

despite growing British concerns that Japan was becoming a

power capable of challenging British interests in Asia.

Britain put these concerns aside, however, because it viewed

its withdrawal as temporary; it would return to the Far East

as soon as the crisis in Europe was over.

The crisis passed, but not until France, Germany and

Britain had fought for four long years, nearly bleealng each

other white. Conseauently, when Britain wanted to return to

Asia, it could not do so for crecisely the same reasons it naa

left in the first place--it couco not afford it!

Beginning i the late 19th Century, other imoortant

maritime nations in the Pacific. most notably the US and

Japan, oeaan to perceive that "British naval mastery" was

slipping, aespite what England sad. The US and Japanese

decision to build large navies, and to take charge of their

respective seas, came when the British monopoly began to slip-

-when the warships on the horizon coula no longer oe counted

upon tc be Bitish. but might instead be German or Frenn.

Toaa, the situation in East Asia is very similar to the

Britisn Wi:,irawai in tne eariy 20Lh Century: the Asians feel

the US aoes not nave tne political and economic wherewithal to
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stay the dominant power in a region so far away from their own

shores. These Asian perceptions of a slip in the US maritime

monopoly, therefore, must be countered at every turn. They

must be countered by well-thought out sensible arguments and

by the maintenance of credible seapower in the region. Asians

will cnoose or not cnoose to bu'ld larger naval forces oased

on treir perceptions of tne maritime balance of power, not uS

pronouncements of what it is.
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PERCEPTIONS AND US FORCE REDUCTIONS

CHAPTER V

One of the most important aspects of peacetime US naval

presence in East Asia is the perception regional states have

about US involvement in the area. Because tne US is the only

great power not physically an integral part of East Asia, it

is important that it maintains a sizeable presence in the form

a military force. Once again, due to the region's geography

and size, tne Navy is the service best-suited to provide this

presence. Although important, diplcmacy, trade and economic

policy, security assistance, or other non-military national

instruments have been unable to evoke equally positive

perceptions abouot the US. Thus, any sizeable military

withdrawal from the region could be. and probably would oe,

perceived as American abandonment.'

The early !990s are going to be tumultuous years for the

US defense budget. On one hand. Congress will accuse the

military of not proposing sufficient nor timely cuts. On the

otner hand, wnen the military does propose significant cuts.

interest groups within Congress or the defense industry tor

toth' will try to save the programs in question in order to

preserve jobs and contracts., Unfortunatelv. the ability to

linK stratjgy to force structure and weapons programs again
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will suffer. There will be tough choices to be made in an era

of less, rather than more defense dollars: European vs

Pacific forces; sealift vs airlift; nuclear vs conventional;

plus countless others. The three listed immediately above

will have great consequence if the choices are made for

oudgetary or political rather than strategic reasons.

As mentioned earlier, there will be reluctance in the

near term to reduce forces in Europe prior to any formal

agreement on the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE)

negotiations; the US and its NATO allies will want to maintain

current force levels as an initial negotiating position. Tnis

will, most likely, make force reductions in the Pacific

theater more feasible in the near term. It would also appear

to be politically suicidal for tre US to reduce its troop

levels unilateraily; tnis would be taitamount to surrendering

45 years of world leadership the US has worked so hard to

maintain. Force reductions in East Asia would also reauire

consultation with US allies--Japan, Korea, the PhilIPines--in

the regicn. Naval forces, however, could be cut back

unilaterally since this would not require consultations.

Naval cuts might also be an attractive target because of

growing concerns about the trade imbalance with East Asian

nations. foreign investment in tre US. and tne like. Thns

would ao along with the growing feelina witnin tne US that its
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Asian allies are getting a free security ride at the expense

of the US.
3

Choices between sealift and airlift also present several

negative aspects which, if mishandled, could undermine the

Navy's position in East Asia. As the defense budget shrinks

there will be hard decisions to be made on how to allocate

fewer available dollars. If in fact warning time of a Soviet

attack on Western Europe has increased from the previous

estimate of about two weeks to a revised 30-45 days, 4 then the

US may not need to purchase expensive airlift capacity to get

forces to Europe within the old ten day standard: sea lift may

be adeauate to get necessary forces to Europe within the newer

and longer timeframe. But this will result in tough choices

for the Navy; it w7ll have to choose between sealift and

combatant snips ena aircraft. Two of the three choices in

.nis dilemma are. therefore, unacceptable for tte Navvs

presence role in the Western Pacific. But the purchase of new

air'ift airframes may prove irresistiote for two reasons: The

oresent strategic airlift fleet (C-5Bs and C-141Bs) are

wearing out more ouickly than expected and will orobably

reauire reolacement in the next decade: ana, the new strategic

aiilfter aircraft, the C-17, is pacKaged in a 50-oius Dilsion

do-iar program. involving tens of thousands of jobs. in

lieraliv hundreds of zonaressionai districts.
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Secondly, the Navy may find it irresistible, as in the

past, to pass up the opportunity to buy cruisers and attack

submarines instead of sealift ships. But sealift and

logistics ships are essential if the Navy is to maintain a

large enough force in the Western Pacific to maintain its

critical presence, given the Dossibility of fewer and fewer

supDort facilities in the region.5

Finally, the choices to be made between nuclear and

conventional forces tend to disfavor naval forces used for

presence" and "balance of power' operations in East Asia.

Modernization of the Soviet ballistic missile force will

auger for continuation of US strategic modernization programs.

The US is simuitaneously developing, improving or introducing

into coeration several strategic nuclear systems. These

include tne ccntinuing placement of MX missiles into Minuteman

1II sllcs at warren AFB in Wyoming; development of a system to

SUPport a mooile rail-based MX missile; start of production of

a single-warnead 'Midgetman' ICBM. introouction into the fleet

of tne Tricent D1 SLBM; electronic upgrades to the B-1B bomber

force; continuing testing, development, and production of tne

B-2 Stealti Domber: development of a stealth cruise missile:

and, continuation of research and development of the Strategic

Deferse Initi tive (SDI) ballistic missile defense system.

2 eolcment cf a scaled down SDI is estimated to cost Detweer

55 and 70 oii1ion dollars alone.
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While it is doubtful that all these programs will be

fully funded, it is likely that at least several will go into

full production.

The upshot of this is that there will be difficult

choices to be made between nuclear and conventional forces.

And, as noted above (and aespite official oronouncements about

a commitment to maintain maritime suDeriority), conventional

naval forces, including unglamourous but vital sealift ana

logistics ships, may be one the only forces available to cut

in tne near term.

Faced with such difficult choices, naval and national

planners and strategists will most likely leave allies and

Trienos wondering aoout US capaoility to continue its role in

the East Asian region over the long haul. At some point tne

Asians may feel they have to emoark on an unwanted. Dut

;rresistibie, arms buildup in crder to counter the perception

that US interest is waning: it may Darallel the British case a

:erury oefore--tne interest is sti 1 there. just not the

means to demonstrate it! Worse yet, some Asians may find it

necessary to enter into a security arrangement with a stronger

power. The choices are unoalatable: China or the Soviet

union. Unfortunately, a country which would be acceptable to

uS -terests, Australia, has so far snunned a larger reqional

rg .
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NON-MILITARY POLICY INSTRUMENTS: POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE?

As discussed earlier, forward deployed military forces

help to substitute for America's lack of geographic proximity

to East Asia. But in a world where trade and economics are

beginning to play a more significant role, relative to the

military dimension, it has never been more importan- that the

US use all its policy instruments in concert, e.g.. trace.

used in a negative manner, can undermine the positive aspects

of the military dimension.

To expand on this theme. Clyde Prestowitz, a former JS

trade negotiator, points out the differences in the Japanese

and American views of trace. One of the most often made

claims aDout the imoalance of trace is that the US is

competing on an "unlevel playing field," tnat is. plaving ov

acfferent ruies.- Mr. Prestowitz points out that the two sices

are oiayng ov the ruies. its 3ust that they are playing

cifferent games. Tne US is o!ay'ng oaseball (modified free

lrace) wf-ile the japanese are ola,/ing a rougher game of

fOotDal i (restrictive or protectionist trade).6

Differences over trade nave tne potential to undermine

the JS leaaersnio role in East Asia since it is generally

neaative in tenor. Often cescribec as a 'trade crisis.'?

congressionar rnetoric is taking on a more negative and

,! : aa'orv tone. whooing uc fear of economic doom oasec 7n

tne cremnise that tne Asian nations are taKing advantage of
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America's generally open market, while not granting reciprocal

access to their own. While statistics supporting this claim

can be quoted ad nauseam, they do not reflect that the Asian

market represents an area of America's strongest export

growth; volume of US exports to countries like South Korea,

Japan, and Taiwan grew between 15% and 50% curing the last two

years. And, while much of tnis increase in trade is

significant, it is not enough to satisfy some critics. Part

of the problem may lie not in protectionist barriers, out the

competitiveness of US exportable products. But even here

these is improvement. US export of neavy machinery and -hi-

tecn" Products are up. For example, US market Penetration in

Jaoan for "that auintessentially Japanese' product, the 35mm

camera, is up from 7.7% in 1980 to 46.6% in 1987.8

US eacers reea to realize that free trade and Asian

economic growth is something of a double-edged sword. it is

essential that the US be aoie to comoete in tne expanding

As'ati market, out Protectionist moves oy the Congress to

leverage access couid backfire and nurt the overall position

of the US in the region.

East Asia has a stake in continued economic expansion ana

access to tne US--tne worla's largest market--is Key to tnis

growtn. P rotectionist US trade policies could undermine tnis

grcwtn ana lead to a ioss of teaaersnio ana influence. Trus

tnere are competing goals in the area of trade: a need for
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market access in Asia, but a competing need to proceed slowly

and cautiously in order to preserve influence and leadership.

A misnandled trade policy would accomplish neither, which

would in turn undermine the positive accomplishments of a

military presence. Failure to handle this well could also do

uni,nown damage to the increasingly interdecendent global

economy.

US lear of foreign investment, particularly Japanese. is

exacerbating the trade dispute. Almost every large Japanese

investment in the US--government Treasury notes. California

ski resorts. Rockefeller Center--makes the daily front page.

The situation was perhaps best (or worst) captured in 1989

when for all practical purposes it looked to the US uDulic

that a Japanese corporation rhad "rented" a recent US President

for two million -o iars.

There are simi-ar challenges in the diolomatic aimension.

The East Asians are iikely to gain more political confidence

as they exoand economically. They will want to Dursue a more

-ndeoencent oolitical and security course relative to the US.

Nownere is this more evident than in Asian perceptions about

Durdensrar-ng.

East Asian nations generally interoret ouraensnaring in

one or two ways: eitrer as burdenshiftinq to make up for US

snortf' i; in forces. or as oressure to Durchase US

weaDcns/Dav for support costs of stationing US troops to nelD
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offset the imbalance of trade payments. Both of these

perceptions will be difficult to overcome since they are

partly true. The US should search for more positive ways for

the economically better off nations to underwrite security

without having to build-up their militaries with US weapons.

There are two other imoortant non-military policy

instruments whico are useful in heiping the US achieve its

oblectives: security assistance, is used to some extent (but

less than it used to be), while arms control is not.9

SECURITY ASSISTANCE

Security assistance is generally Positive since it

strengthens military-to-military ties with the US. In the

future. however, security assistance may be more oifficult to

tie to US objectives, Particularly burcensharing. From the US

view. one the most desired benefits from ourdensnaring is the

sale of US weapons to frienas and allies. It positively

addresses the Dalance of trade, preserves leadershio in

ooliticc-military affairs, wnile increasing individual

nations' military capabilities.

But as the cost of weapons soars, many smailer nations

may find it difficult, if not ImoossIole, to Purchase the

needed ouantities of weapons necessary to meet tneir

recuirements: fiftv milion doilar fighters or maritime oatrol

aircraft may be unaffordaole. and given the ouaget crisis, the
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US will probably procure a smaller variety of weapons, which

means the weapons will have to be more capable, thus further

driving up unit costs. One way to offset the purchase costs

is to subsidize their purchase by foreign nations. The

result, however, is a smoke and mirror reduction of the trade

surplus funaea by the American taxoaver. The other option is

to allow co-production of some of the weapons. But because

most of the new weapons. especially aircraft, involve

sensitive technology and manufacturing processes, the Congress

and the Department of Defense will want to restrict any co-

production agreements. Witness the great public and

congressional concern over the FS-X Program with the

Jaoanese.10  It produced some of the most blazing anti-

Japanese rhetoric on the floor of Congress in recent memory.

The nian cost of US weapons, with littie hope of cost

snarina co-oroduction or subsidized purchases, may, therefore.

1r1ve tre Asians to purchase weapons from other sources which

soeci'icailv produce for tne export market. These include

Britain, France. the Soviet Union, Sweden, Germany. and

Brazi1.

The result is trat tne nigh cost of US weapons may

e<.&ude tqe uS from tnis economically and politically

crof'taole market. This would not be immediately damaginq to

t-z- East Asia, but over time could graouativ erode US

oolitical and military leadership.
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ARMS CONTROL

Mention naval arms control and almost every naval officer

will say that naval arms control will never come to pass.

Pressed further, most cannot identify more than one or two

naval arms control issues.1 1  Overall, arms conLrol is seen as

a desirable goal for two reasons: it can ennancr security

while saving money.

in the naval realm. arms control is, nowever, generally

viewed in a negative light because it would undermine US

maritime superiority, based on the notion of what constitutes

an acceotable maritime balance of power. But there may be

ways to approacn naval arms control. which would not only

ennance US and As~an security. Dut at the same time save

crecicus collars,.

With regard to tne Navy in East Asia anc the western

Pacific, tnere are three factors which argue for no naval arms

ccrtroi. -nese are primarily oaseo on the bilateral nature of

US relations in the area, the regional states's acceptance of

US maritime SuDeriority, and the need for a large fleet to

sucocrt a rotational deoloyment scneme. These is aiso one

tactor wncn. despite tne foregoing arguments, may make naval

arms contro inevitable--the linkage to conventional arms cuts

in Eu-'ce.
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The Soviets have tried for decades to engage the US in

naval arms control discussions. The Americans have always

refused to even discuss the matter; the rationale has been a

rather stock explanation that the US, as an island nation,

depends on the seas for protection and commerce. A large

Navy, tnerefore, is needed to Drotect American snores ano

commerce. In the American strategy of forward defense. a

large navy has enaDled the US to extend its maritime "front

lines aimost to the enemys shores.

The changing security environment in Europe. however, may

change tnis entrenched American stance on naval arms control.

The US and Soviet Union. and their respective allies, are

expected to sign (in the summer of 1990) the first of at -east

two agreements to reduce conventional forces in Europe. The

Conventiona, Forces in Europe tCFE) negotiations, are an

outgrcwth of tne Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions iMBFR

taks. wnich hac been stalled for nearly two decades over the

issue o troop strengths in Europe. The West argued tnat tne

Soviet Union had far more troops in Central Europe than the

Soviets admitted to having. The Soviets Mad a tremendous

advantage in trooo strength and were unwilling to negotiate

away ,-is aovantage Dv acceptng Western figures. Recently.

nowever. the Soviets nave admitted. in tile CFE context. that

tlev ia,,e a numerical advantage and nave voiunteered to

uncertare 'asymmetrical" reductions to bring aDout parity.
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They have warned (threatened), however, that the price for

their willingness to zuriender theiy iumerical auvantage is a

cutback in US naval forces, a likewise "asymmetrical"

reduction of a US advantage.

The Soviets tend to employ their navy in a more defensive

role than do tne Americans, claimina the Navy is configured to

protect the 'motherland" and the ballistic missile submarine

force, which operate in bastions close to home waters.

Conversely. the US Navy is more configured for offensive

combat operations at sea, including an "offensive defense

carried out as far fcrwara as possible. Witn tne US now

concerned that the USSR may refuse to sign a follow-on CFE

aqreement unless there is a naval comoonent to the treaty, it

is not surprising that the Soviets demand tne US be willina to

go auid pro quo -in this arrangement. given the nature of each

nation's indiviauai superiority. Marsnall Akhromeyev, former

Chief of the Soviet General Staff and current military advisor

.o President Gorbachev, nas threatened that:

Reaching final agreement on radical cuts of armed
forces in Eurooe atid making them defensively
orienteo would remain in doubt without initiating
the taiKs on naval cuts. . . I do not think that
signing and implementing that treaty (CPE) would be
possilDie without resolution of the naval cuts
oronlem.12
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Admiral Charles Larson, the Commander in Chief of the US

Pacific Fleet and previously the Deputy CNO for Plans, Policy,

and Operations, has recognized the dangers inherent in "

potential threat:

The Soviets will continue to hammer away at the

theme that elimination of their as', .. tr ical
advantages in ground forces in Eastern Europe mus:
be reciprocated by elimination of NATO advantages.
which, according the Soviets, lie in naval and air

power. his is seouctive logic, wnich apDeals tc
those qho have not thought through tne ootert' a
conseauences of agreement to this rationale. 13

One of the conseauences of such a naval arms ccntrol

acreement could be a diminished ability to maintain an

adeauate and credible naval presence in the Western Pacific.

Besiaes the Presence mission, the Navy has to also ensure 7t

can accomolisn its other deterrent anO wartime missions.

Trese include: 4ontrol the seas in wartime: maintain ileet

balance: reCuce the chance of inadvertent or unwanteo

ccnf'ict: and, guarantee its ability to respond to Soviet

Actions.1 4

The Navy must preserve these capabilities at all cost.

it -iav oe impossible, however, to prevent any discussions on

naval arms :ontrol. The political pressure from European

aliies tanc from Congress) may be too strong to resist if tre

-S wshes to retain its leadership role in the NATO alliance.

';_ , ; re Sov,ets mae good on their threat to hold

the C;E agreement nostage to the implementation of a naval
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option. Commenting further, Admiral Larson saw such an

eventuality when he said:

The US will continue to require maritime strength.
This does not necessarily imply that the Navy must

remain forever excluded from the arms control
process. It simply means that any agreement we sign
must not imperil these required objectives.')

In order to be fully Dreoarea for potential navai arms

control discussions. the -iS Navy should conduct a detailed

assessment of how to respond to various proposed naval arms

control initiatives. This assessment needs to factor in all

Doss'D-e rroposals as well as the political or oublic

attr-ac:tveness the individual proposals might nave. Two

e~amDles are worth notina. The first is tne logic oehina the

maritme oalance of Dower theory and the second -s

renresenlative of the range of proposals, which the public and

pernaps US allilS. might fina attractive.

The maritime Dalance ot power--maritime monoooy--tneorv

,s a self-serving argument. It would be a tough sell to a

DuD'I 1 eaqer for securitv enhancement and money-saving arms

controi acreements. It is probably not viaoie nased strictly

on its own merits. It is, however, plausiole wren put into a

oroaaer context OT regional and global security. As earlier

isiussr1 uointed out. putIIC perceptions will' oe the most

imcor-air actor in arms control. An agreement nas only to De

-erceVeJ as LenercIai to te accetab Ie. Tne maritime

oa~ance of Dower argument will need to be cleariy articulated
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in concert with other well-thought out foreign and economic

policies. The arguments must not appear to be unilateral

ones, but ones which have a wide spectrum of foreign support.

This, too, could backfire as the Asian-based arguments would

also aopear--which they are--to be self-serving: the US must

avoid any arguments which make it aooear tre US is

unilaterally protecting Asians with litle assstance from

reqionai states. The government must first "sell" its

arguments on Capital Hill, where sentiments like Rep. Patricia

Schroeder's are not uncommon. Lecturing the Assistant

Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. ReD.

Scnroeder commented "we continue to provide territorial ano

sea lane defense for Korea, Japan. the Philippines. ana other

Asian countries while they kick us in the teeth on trade". 16

The range oe proposals which tne Soviets mignt out forth

will fall into three Droad categories: limits on inventories;

restrictions or limits on deployments: and, confidence

buiing measures (CBMsi.

Limits on inventories could De either auantitative or

aualitative. Quantitative iimitations would be proposea as

Dart of a fairness doctrine, that is, if tne Soviets maKe

asymmetric reductions in ground trooos in Europe, it is only

fair that ne JS take asymmetrical cuts in naval forces.

,.ua itatve imiitaions wou a deal witn soecific restrictions

on thinqs i ,e sea-launched cruise missiles, in which the US
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has a numerical and technological advantage. Qualitative

limitations would also be linked to deployment limitations.

This latter category would include the now-familiar proposals

for nuclear-free zones, carrier and anti-submarine warfare

exclusion zones, and stand-off zones, among others. The final

category. CBMs, generally entails formal agreements to make

uoth oarties 'more comfortable with the military activity of

the other side. The US in-place Navy-Soviet Navy Incidents

at Sea Agreement is such an examole.17

Within these categories are a whole range of proposals

which serve a more Dolitical than military ouroose. For

e-ample, a notional oroposal for a global ban on nuclear-

cowered attack submarines (SSNs) might prove attractive to

some a1 ,ies, like Britain. SSNs are tremendously expensive

and are beyond tohe financial reach of most nations, with tr-e

exceotion of the US, Soviet Union, France, Britain and a few

otners. For example. the oroiected unit cost of the new SSrq-

2 Seawolf is in excess of one oi iion dollars.18  Even anti-

submarine warfare in the US. given the increased stealthiness

of sunmarines, may become prohibitively expensive. A ban on

SSNs might save vast sums of money for navies which are ASW-

c-lented. such as Britain and the Netherlanas. ASW might just

sl;art to sound like that old saying wnhiC proclaims a ooaL

is nctning mcre than a nole in tne water into which one

throws money.
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Operationally unsound for current US Navy requirements,

such a proposal might have some political support within NATO.

Perhaps far-fetched, but such a proposal would present a real

dilemma for the US: Preserve political leadership in NATO in

exchange for giving up or cutting back SSNs; or sacrifice NATO

leadersnio for operational reasons.

The Navy can aoroach arms control from two airections.

The first would make any cuts appear in a negative 'ight while

the other would present a truer picture of how naval arms

control could enhance US and global security.

The first method woula be to start with current force

structure as the baseline. Using this method, any naval arms

contrci woula appear to oe a aiminishment of inventory or

cioaoili--y. and therefore grounds for resistance.

T',e other, ena recommenced, aporoach would be Zero-basing

:o aetermine reauired force levels. Such an aporoach would

oe7 n w t' an updated strategic analysis of what roles and

missocrs the Navy is required to fulfill, move on to formal

a lance commitments, ana then determine the forces necessary

to accomolish wartime missions. This type of quantitative

accroacn vcula represent an attempt to prevent inventory from

orl,/ng recuirernents and coula be the basis for real savings

in torce structure.

---m an oraanizatlDnai standpoint, the zero-oased

accroacr, would Dose many tough questions aDout assumptions

Page - 52



that appear to drive acquisition strategies. For example,

what is the basis for the "requirement" for 100 attack

submarines? A zero-based approach could not, however, be done

without a new national" strategic analysis which

incorporates all the military and nonmilitary policymakers.

From tne standDoint of -orces necessary for creai]oe

Dresence in the western Pacific, a zero-based aporoach couic

resul itn a force structure insufficient to meet the Dresence

"reauirement This would be an even tougher "sell" for Navy

leade-snio than the maritime monopoly/balance of Dower

araument--how to justify peacetime forces in excess of

mu utar, mission requirements. assumirg tnat sucn forces are

necessary in Dreserving stability and tne balance of power.

In sum, arms control is a mystery to most navat officers

anc is v-ewed as- a subject to be avoided at ai costs. But

tris wi 1rot Drevent it from comina to nass. The Navy

srouij. :nerefore, conduct a detailea study of its

-moYicat~ons and looF :or ways to imoiement it in a manner

wnizn wou~d enhance national security rather than approachina

it from a ourely negative standpoint.

POLICY CORDINATION

A4aintaininq tne balance of power ,s out snorthana for

crese'*,n tne status auo. Frcm US eyes. tne status quo *n

tne Far East is worth maintaining. witn some marginal changes
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in areas like trade and economic policy. But the nations of

the Far East are interested in altering the status quo more in

their favor in the economic and trade dimensions. The

difficult quest for US strategists, therefore, is to map out a

strategy which reasonably meets both the expectations of tne

US and the nations with whom it deals in the reqion. This

reauires an artful use of all the Doiicy instruments at nand.

The preceding sections argued tnat the policy instruments

are not being used in concert, but rather in a way which

unaermines the oositive position of the US in the region. The

US obiectives, or 'means, are being achieved daily: tnev are,

however, more difficult to achieve when the US uses one oolicy

instrument, trace. for examole. in a way which causes tensions

between good -rienas, like the L'S ano JaDan. Tne US

strateglst must recognize that now. more than ever, there is

no such tning as the status auo: the world is changing almost

faster tian we can change with it. This will require that the

US strategy be taliored more to accent and exploit chance in a

manner tnat will still attains acnievement of the four basic

ooject'ves. It needs, for example, to recognize that smaller

nations not involved in a oilaterai struggle witn another

suDeDower orcbably aefine their national interests in

entireiv different ways than aces the US. They Drobably

ce,'ne it more ii economic terms tnan in comparing oraers of

oattle.
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Neither the military alone, or other non-military policy

instruments, will be sufficient to realize US objectives.

They must be used in concert or the US will unwittingly remove

itself from a Dositlon of acceoted leadership in the world's

fastest growing economic region.
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CONCLUSIONS

CHAPTER VI

The worlo of 1990 is far different than that of 194S.

!975. or even 1969. The global and regional strategic qicture

appears to be changing. The American public perceives tnat

much of tne Soviet threat has gone away, or is at least

receding: they seem more concerned with the budget deficit,

the trade imDalance. ano even tne environment, than they ao

about tne fading -Cold War. New so~utions to world security

oroprems will be needed not because the old ones dion't worK.

nut because the ouestions being asked are different. Today,

instead of asK~nq -now muzn is enougn. the domestic oublic is

asKing now much is too much?'

Toe auestions for US strateg's:s aealing with East Asia

are 7ust the oooosite. Given that force recuctions are

inevitable, tre strategist should be asking -how mucn is

enougn to ensure tne continued attainment of America's four

oas-c objectives.

Statements like tnose of ReD. Scnroeder citea earlier

on;y deai with one sloe of a multi-sioed picture--she views

t-an tne ,S oa., ior As'an aetense and gets notniny in return.

Tns type of perception is snortsiyhted and does not pay
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adequate attention to overall US strategy, or, more

importantly, its positive results.

US POLICY INSTRUMENTS IN CONCERT

US strategists must recognize that the strategic

situation has chanqea and tnat US strategy must be aajustec

accordingly. More than ever it must encompass not on v tne

military--Darticularly sea Dower--as a policy instrument. out

also trade ana ecoromic policy, security assistance ana arms

control. These all must be used in concert because no si'igle

policy instrument can continue to achieve the four basic US

oplectives in tne East Asian region.

A STRONG NAVAL PRESENCE

Naval forces forward aeployed to the western Pacific anc

East Asia are tne earnest of US Poitical involvement 7n East

Asian secur'ty affairs. They teeo regional differences in

cnecK. obviate tre neea tor East Asian nations tc Duiia up

larger naval and military forces, prevent external events from

upsetting the balance of power in the region, and continue to

aeter tre Soviet jnion from 'aaventurism." Any sigrificart

reauction in nava' force leveis would undermine the US

eacer-sh'o role in the region.
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ARTICULATION OF US POLICY AND STRATEGY

Although the US has consistently pursued the same

strategy in East Asia for nearly a century, the US publ-c has

focused more on the US-USSR global competition. Public

support for sustained naval presence in East Asia will reauire

careful articulation of the strategy. 7ne Congress and the

DuDlic may initially reiect tne strategy because orevious

force structre justification was couched in tne context of

deterrenre and containment of the Soviet Union. The US snoula

embark on articulating the strategy now and snould do so at

the n~qrest levels of government.

RHETCP:,: Or TRADE AND BUPDENSHARING

Trace, econcmic. and military oolicies snoud be

coo-a'na-;ed witnin the US government. US trade negoziators

statemerts aoout trade reaching a crisis w-il cnly increase

tne caIs trom Congress for more burdensharing. This may

undermine tne positive results of JS military presence. The

qovernment should better coordinate its statements and e-for:s

to res].Dv various oilaterai differences. In this regard. tne

US sirte:i !o acnieve its four risto-ical objectives, as weil

as wia- :re objectives are themseives. need to better

a-t c.. v:e4 ,tnin the covernment itseif.
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With regard to trade imbalance, the US should look at

trade and not absolute numbers. For example, the trade

imbalance with Japan fell from 57 billion to 49 billion

dollars from 1988 to 1989. This is a reduction of over 14% in

only one year. There is a limit to how much pressure

countries l ie jauan and South Korea wI I be able to take or

trade ana econom: issues. Further, "unnecessary friction

wi i only uraermine the overali US strategy.

SOVIET DIPLQMATIC INITIATIVES

The US snould be prepared for aggressive Soviet

diplomatic efforts in East Asia. oarticularly those directed

at Jaoan. Plans to replace USS MIDWAY should be mace public

as soon as Dossible. The US government snould also recognize

that continued colemics on trade and burdensharing will only

make JaDan. and other US allies and f-lends. more ferziie

grounc for successful diplomatic initiatives: any Soviet gains

in dlpiomaci we!! come at US exDense.

POSITIVE NAVAL ARMS CONTROL

No one can say with aosolute confidence that navai arms

control will not come to pass. There wjLi be great oressure

ror naval arms control talks in the international arena: the

comDinat-cn c- two or more oressure etements couid De

overwhelming. These are: Soviet/allied pressure: budgetary
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pressure, combined with the high cost of naval weaponry; and

the perception of a declining threat. The challenge will be

to ensure that any negotiated or imposed arms control measures

do not undermine US and allied security. The Navy should

conduct a detailed assessment of naval arms control issues

with a view that some compromise and agreement may be

unavoidable. The study should Dernaos include a zero-oasec

assessment c- required force structure. Every effort shou1o

Ue made to accept minimal cuts or restrictions in order to

short-circuit more drastic measures, those more politically

tran strategically oriented.

ASIAN NATIONS IN THE SECURITy PROCESS

The perceptions of the East Asians on the state of the

regional balance of power is more important tnar tne US

perception. in order to address these Asian perceptions. tre

US should include them more closely in the full-range of

securit! discussions. including tnose about threat

Derceotons. minimum US force or presence required,

burdensnaring, security and arms control. The most important

results of tnese discussions must De reviewec at the nighest

leve' cf tre US government. This will a'!ow for policy

aoijstments to ensure that tre US strategy remains in focus.

-iisc assis', in DOi iCv coordination among governmentaI

departments ana agencies.
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Such an approach will become absolutely necessary as the

nations of East Asia grow politically more confident, based on

their new successful economic foundation.

UNFOUNDED ASSUMPTIONS

East Asia is a reqion of many naticnaiities, cultures,

languages and religions. The US should not, therefore, view

tne region simoly as a monoiitnic bloc of Asian nations. As

suCn. US Dolicy in the region witl have to be more sensitive

and soDpristicated. whicn will, in turn. reouire more finesse

in its 7mDiementation, tran trose lolicies designea for an

alied Europe. in aaition. the US snould not 'justfy* orce

structure cuts Dy assuming it can return to tne region wnen

economic times improve or crisis aernands. As many contenders

to Britisn naval mastery )earned, navies take years to Duila

ana nava- trajitions taKe aecades or generations to aeve'oo.

Tne Er-t~sr assumec' tney coulO return to tne Far East after

worio Nar -. In fact, they aid return, only to begin turning

over tne r.evs to tne empire after a secona world war had oeen

ouqrt.

- L4-.3TNCE ;EA3SSSSMEN4

Tne )S snoufo conduct a !ong-range stuay aimed at

assessinc the future of security assistance in East Asia. The

stuav snzuid rocus cn whether the US is pricing itself out of
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the foreign military sales market, and for what reasons. The

US will likely be producing naval weapons which the smaller

nations want (fighter ana attack aircraft, maritime patrol

aircraft, frigates, and submarines) but at prices they cannot

afford.

In sum, the 1990s will De a time of areat cnanqge for tne

United States as the woria moves from a olpolar suoeroower --

mainly military -- confrontation to a more multioolar world

where comoetition will be judged in other more dimensions.

The US needs. therefore. to seriously review its strateav for

the future. In the Pacific. US strategy to date nas oeen very

successful: the US is in a osi tion of acceotea leacersnio.

there is staDility, an acceotable balance of oower ,s in

place, arnc the future looks oromising. There are. nowever.

ccuds coming on the horizon which coud undermine the US's

abilit., to continue to do ousiness as usual in the Pacific.

-ne Ducget crisis and the oerceotion of a waning threat will

,:reate great domestic pressures for massive force 'educticns.

in an of tnemselves. force cuts must be viewed in a ocsitive

liqnt. Tiev can oe aevastating. however, if they are not

incorDorated within an overaii overhauled US strategy.

The costs of maintainiig naval and miiitary forces in

E:ast Z-, and the Western Pacific are rigq. out acceotaole.

The alternative costs of naving to restore stability. Deace.
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or the balance of sower at some future date appear

Unlacceptabfly higher.

Paqe - 53



NOTES

Chaoter I

1. Some of the best examples on Asian feelings can be
tound in articles written tor Western audiences by East
Asians. ,or e-amole, look at several Acleloni Papers dealinq
with Last, Asiar security. An outstandir-g example is 'Tre
Evolution ot Imifne -curitv Policy. Aldeinni Paners. No.
1 'd, Autumtn 1 .

Z iRe' r  Admiral J. P. HI Il. Maritime Stra:ecgv tar
Medium lPowers. iArinaiDO is: Naval Institute Press. 19fb , c.

Peter W. Soverel, 'Problems of Sea Power in tre
wesLern Pacific As We ADoroach the Twenty-First Century,
James L. George. ed., Proolems of Sea Power As We Approach
the Tw*.nt,,-First Cent'ry ( Wasni ngton, D.C.: American
Lnternrse Institute for Public Policy Research. 1978j, o.
1 no .

4. James F. mcNulty, Naval Presence - the
M'sunaerstood Mission. Naval War Col ege Rt-view, Sept -Oct
1974, 21.

5. Sovere-. o. 160.

0. A,- outstanding exampoe ot Asian oolnions about tne
DoSitive aspects ot US naval Dresence can De touno in Adelpni
pipe, no. 152. Conflict ano Regional Oroer in Soutn-east

7. These US ooiectives are those most c.mmDn wnicn I
rund in over 25 articles or boo~s which iiscec uS objectives
in East Asia and tne weste-n Paci]ic. Another common
ob!ect;ve, out one not is:.ea here. is the pursuit of
cemcu.racv for all natons in the region.

A verv tnorcuqn recounting of tne evc:ution of tne
s O( ,tor) at tne wa-snnctcn Disarmament Conference can be
.)ur)G j . ennetr McLDonaOc. The wasrinaton Conference anc
ne N_ v--i a lance ot Power. john B. Hatenaor and Robert S.

C -(r,. es. , -ar !nrrie -trateci ane the Ba,,ance of Power.

re 1t89-r 2 !
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1. See Fortune magazine Special Issue. Fall 1989, for
an outstanding survey of East Asian economic facts, figures
ana issues for the near-term.

2. See in Darticular Aoelphi Paper no. 216, SDring 1987,
East Asia, the West and International Security: Prospects

for Peace.' Do. 21-31.

3. A wor.'nq vnowieage of 'geostra.egy is Daramount to
uraerstanaing tre security issues in East Asia. The
ceoqraDhy, Tnat is maritime nature of the th-eater. and tne
tremencous size of the area invoivea make maritime tortes of
or'mar. imoortance.

4. Marn East Asian nations. Darticuiariv those in
zoutn-east Asia, feel they are facea with more Dressing
'nternai 'insurgencv' tnreats than they are witn external

'3nao:er 111

. Atsusni ToKinova. the Jaoan-US Aliance: A
Jaoarese Persoective, Adeioni Paper, no. 212, Autumn 1986.
D. 21.

2. walt *. Rostow. The Pacific Basir an NationaI
Securitv. At'antic Community Ouarteriv. ;ai' !989. o. 157.

3. There is also a iatent fear, excressea with
increasinQ frecuency. cf loirt LS-Japan recemon/ in tre
regcn: t-,e ,.S unaerwrites oeace and staDi 7,v an the
uaoar~ese tdhe advantage of it economicaliv.

a. -re of tre greatest aangers of a massive US
witncra4ai from The region would be having to return to oreak
uD' a fiqnt oetween two frienos. e.g.. inconesia and Malaysia.
Dver sea oec resources.

US creaibility is a malor concern among the East
As2~'. Tr:ey uncerstana that the US wants to stay in the
rea'on. Du! -rat it may not oe able to af-ora to in the
numoers t :s todaY.

A s-nc ise out tnorougn excianat or D1- tne ma-1t:ne
Daaice o eowe, can be founa in Gecae i-.. )uester. ne Non-
Aiignea States and Arms Control. Edwara C.. LUCK. ea., Arms
Control: Tie Mu~tiiateral Aiternative New York: New York
university Press. 1983), D . 126-127.
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7. Clyde H. Farnsworth, "Mosbacher Leaves For Tokyo
Talks," The New York Times, 12 March 1990, p. D1.

8. Domestic support for military operations not
perceived to be in the 'direct' interest of the US will be
exremely difficult to sustain over any length of time.

9. Bernard K. Gordon, Wanted: A New Pacific Policy.
Pacific Basin: Concept ana Challenge, Washington, D.C.:
Center for Nationai Policy, 1986), Q. 39.

iu. All during the 1980s the US Gcvernment has

considered the Soviet Union a superpower in military terms
alone--not in economics, trade, manufacturing, agricuiture.
etc.

11. Paul M. Kennedy. The Rise and Fall of British Naval
Mastery, London: The Ashfield Press, 198b, o. xx.

12. All out one of the people whom I interviewed agreed
on tnis point.

13. James F. Giblin. "National Strategies and Japan s
,iortnern Territories, Naval War Coltiege Review. Winter 1987.

14. Yukio Satoh. The Evolution of Japanese Security
Policy.' Adelpni.Paoers, no. 178. Autumn 1982, or. 2-6.

16. Tne March 19. 1990 Navy Times nas an article on
alternative sites for the Navy in the Pacific if it were to
lose Suoic Bay. See oage 24.

16. Kennedy. pD. xxi-xxv.

17. Quester, D. 126.

Cnaoter IV

1. Satoh, p. 33.

2. The Nixon Doctr'ne stated tna: the US would aid
otners in their defense efforts, but tnat US coulo not take or
the detense of tk'e entire free world. The US would, in ,ne
future iDOSt-vietnami, relD in direct aefense when it ma es a
reai aitfelence and is considered in our interest

Kennedv, o. xxi.

4. Nennecy, o. Kxi-xxv.
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Chapter V

1. There was a strong perception in East Asia in the

early 1970s, after the enunciation of the "Nixon Doctrine,"

that the US was in retreat from the region. This feeling was

exacerbated by the complete fall -nd withdrawal from Vietnam
in 1975. Events such as tne "Mavaguez incicent" helped

restore some confidence in rhe US. Full confidence was not to

return unTil tne Reagan military oulla-uD years. commencinq .n

1981.

2). Witress tne current lobbying effort by the Texas anc

Pennsylvania Congressional delegations (sight of manufacturei

ana tne Bell Aircraft Company to keep the V-22 Tilt-Rotor

aircraft alive even after it has been dropoea from the budget

by tne Secretary of Defense as being 'too expensive.

.naimers Johnson, a US academic expert on Japanese
issues. oinions that no one is really paying for the rice:

future American's are paying for the US defense builduD

because of the severity of the US budget aeficit. See
Cnalmers Jonnson. Reflections on the Dilemma oT Japanese
Defense. Asian Survey. May 1986. p. 561.

4. Sonaress may design some sort of formula which woulc

Drooose x amou~nt of defense cuts as the warning time goes

up.

5. javy Times, o. 24.

6. Civde W. PrestowitZ. Trading Places: t-ow We Allowed
japan o T ,- e the Lead, New York: Basic Books. 1989.

7. CIvoe H. Farnswortn. Mosbacher Leaves for Tokyo

Talks. tNew rork Times. March 12. 1990. Di. Commerce

Secretary Mosbacner left for Japan on 11 March. saying he

wafted to convey to the japanese 'a certain sense of urgency

about tne trade proolem. ie further stated we (the US) want

to ma-e sure we translate very fine rhetoric into activity.

S. BrinK Lindsay, Trade Crisis? what Trace Crisis?

wa]I Street journal, 7 March 1990, o. A8.

-e:ur!tv assistance .credits may mean less ir" tne
utcure : yen tie sDiral ng costs of ni-tech weaDons.

10. japanese entry into the commerclai aircraft
nu~acturlr-= market represents one of those aual-edged swords

of co-ceve ocment. The Boeing Aircraft Company proviaes a

good case in ooirt. Tne B-767 is one of the comoany's most
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successful commercial aircraft; Jaoanese airlines are the
largest single users of this particular aircraft. The Boeing
President, speaking at a luncheon I attended, said the reason
for thns was that a Japanese company subcontracted the work
for the B-767 fuselage. Their suocontract, therefore, saia
the Boeing man, was the main reason for the large sales to
Jacan. The FS-X deal raised the hackles of some defense
inaustry manufacturers about giving the Jaoanese techncicgy
nicn would allow tnem to compete with US airframe

manufacturers. Recent y. the US enaine manufacturer Prat. S
Wnitnev signea a co-aevelooment/co-oroauction agreement witn

the Japanese to proauce a new engine to Dower tne next
generation of commercial aircraft. It will be tne worias
most powerful commercial engine and, will reouire the most
advanced design ana manufacturing technioues. The uoshot s,

that over a few years the Japanese will nave acquired the
ability to compete witn one of the US's most important export
businesses, and will nave done so witn the help of the very
inaustry with whom they will then comoete.

11. In 1984 I was serving, as a Lieutenant, on the staff
of tne Director. Politico-Military Policy and Current Plans
Division on the OPNAV staff. Two suo~ect areas for wncn I
was responsible were conventional arms control ana other arms
control negotiations wnich might in some way impact Navy
ooerations. My ias fitness reror: naa the following two
comments about rrva! arms contrci" First (reporting sen-ors
emcnasis) to recogn'ze ana souna the alarm over potentia
aangers to the US Navy in the Soviet Naval arms control
proposals, followed oy seif-initiated efforts to short-circuit
these dangers. ana FranKlY, tnese subjects (arms control)
ccmcrise an arcare science of negotiation which most ravaI
orficers SimDly want to iqgnore.

12. marsha i A~nromeyev. quoted in Roger W. Barnett,
Navaj Arms Control: One-way Channel', UnDuolished DaDer.
! 9, p. 34.

3. Acmirai -raries R. Larson in Barnett, D. 28.

14. Barnett. Do. 24-26.

15 Larson Quoted in Barnett. o. 23.

. Reo. Pdtr~cia Scnroeder. auotea in wiliam Mattnews.
S:nroeaer wants Ena to One-Way Relarionsno witn Asia. Navy
Times. Marcn 12. 199,). o. 26.

17. Barnett. p. 19.
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18. John F. Fitzgerald, "Peace, Deficits Steal Submarine
Spotlignt," The Hartford Courant, 25 February 1990, p. 1.
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